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Dear Sir: 

Applicant hereby requests review of the rejections in the above-identified application. 
This request is being filed with aNoti.ee of Appeal. Review is requested for the reasons stated m 
the accompanying remarks. 

"REMARKS 

For the purpose of this PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW only, Applicant sets 
forth claim 1 immediately below as a representative claim. In specific instances below 
Applicant also addresses features recited in other claims, including clam* dependent on claim 1 . 
Applicant reserves the right to argue each claim separately when and if an Appeal Bnef is 

eventually filed, 

1 a computer-implemented method for processing a transaction in an enterprise 
environment, the computer-implemented method comprising: 
receiving a request to start the transaction; 

stormT^fornition which indicates that the request to start the transaction was 
^'^ccessing a first resource manager associated with the transaction-, 
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without first determining whether the transaction is appruy 



and 

completing the transaction* 



*• ^.SSSEKft. i— «— *» -* *•. **? mmsacSon 

atomieally vLc in* resource 2-phase cormmt opmmzauon. 

s ™Th^^ 

Tplcular, as discussed in the Background portion of Applicant's specification, m 
some instances, when an application within an enterprise envixonment requests . 
component, the appHcanonmayp 

LLent to which access is revested. Once the deployment hint is provided, the ^-ponent 
container to start a transaction. Inthe situation where a deployment hint is prowled, to 

hint indicates whether the transaction is local or global. 

However, in some cases, a deployment hint is not provided. Convenhonally, in those 

cases itisassumedthatthetransactionisappropriateto be global. Thus, having a container *art 

a global transaction by default if a deployment hint is not provided often wastes computational 

^^Lccordancewith the invention as recited in claim 1. in situations where it cannot be 
determined what type of transaction would actually be appropriate, a local transaction is iratxated 
£Z^t ciaimlincludesmefeaturethatthe^ 

"without first determining whether the transaction is appropriate to be a local 

transaction." 

In addition, claim 1 includes the feature of: 

initiating the transaction as a global transaction after initiating the 
transaction as the local transaction; and 

completing both the local transaction and the global transaction substantially 
atomicaUy using a last resource 2-phase commit optimization. 

Clear Errors in the Examiner's Rejection 

The following discussion addresses clear errors in the Examiner s rejecuons^ The 
zoning set forthbelow was clearly ^ ta A^^B (W<^b«24^^ 

L arguments made there are not substantively repeated here (but, rather, are referred to here). 
Ho^Llppropxiate, Applicant ^^^'^.^^^^^ 
Messing statements made by the Examiner in the Advisory Action (mailed December 2, 2005). 
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Appnca.targuedin—^^^ 

co a v\ a 1 Q cited bv the Examiner) that is a "transaction since tne warn* 
In the Advisory Action (Paragraph 2), the Examiner states that: 

be interpreted that a request for communication of any ^disme imu 
^nScation or transaction between thetwo separate entrfies. 

IftheExanuner'sjust-^otedstate^ntinthe 

discussed in the next section of this PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW (and as 
also argued in AmendmentB), the 'transaction'' cannot also be the protected conversation 
between 50A and SOD (which axe different from 52A and S9A, respectively). 

B * £r J Jnt Jtth the — ^ conversation hrtwtm SOA ana ^ 

"T 1ip» Transaction a . ^ 

^^-~7n^^^^ «* tf urf 7, «*r the some heading. 

Put simply Applicant argued that, if the Examiner insists on considering the commutation 
£Z2£E 52A Z 59A as *~^t~^**^^*~ 
considering the protected conversation between 50A and SOD as '^transaction. 

inclaim 1, *e global transaction that is initiated is not just a^y global traction ^, is 
not Just global traction, as stated by the Examiner). Rathe, me glo " - 
"tiLls "the taction" (i.e., the same paction that is heated as a local 
imauLcu. ^ ^ A /enn are noi the same transaction 0- e -» 

Oearly, the traction 52A/59A and the ti.nsact.on 50A/50D are no. mes ^ 
.ssnnnng tat the communication between 52A/S9A can be consrdered trans 

at all) and, thus, cannot both be "&£ transaction." 

c «■ 1 ..rilv Det -~<-<"« Whether t. Initio the fflofal T^M"^ 

See the discussion rn Amendment B, a. page 7, under fte same heading. W M 
*, Examiner does not address the "lazily determining Mr to portion of the feature 

""EJSmtar addresses thefeature of "^including lazily detennirdng whedrer to 
u ^ootrmletionsteo in the method for executing an application 

commit operation. 
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The Examiner does not address at all < My determining Aether to initicae the global 

whethertoinitiatetheglobaltransaction. Without more, the Examiner s contemn 
insufficient to support the rejection. 

^, ■ «<i «- Tnitint-— ^° T-.^rtion as a I — 1 Traction on th^g 
C^^JS^-^-^ Whe ther th^Transact.oiiM^ 

^ZSih-T^ - T — 1 T^nsactio * ^^al Transaction 

* P pr " P ™ " * MtB atpa ^ 7 under the same heading. With regard 

these claims that is unique to these claims. In particular, these claims have been drafted to 

^Coleman, a"local taction" [52A/59A, as posited by ^ Exammer] » 
fmlJwle, g eofitsapp» 

Colemansystem). That is, otherwise, the transaction would not be made Coleman makes no 
provision for an alternative to the "local transaction" if it is not appropriate. 

CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that Exarniner's rejection are in clear error and that lids 
application is in condition for allowance. Notice to that effect is earnestly sorted. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 

AlanS. Hodes 
Reg. No. 38,185 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(650) 961-8300 
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